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SCREENING FOR ADAPTABILITY TO MIUTARY SERVICE 



I. INTRODUCTION 

Identification of personnel who are most likely to succeed on the job is the primary goal of every 
selection and classification program. Hiring personnel who wiU later terminate employment due to 
non-adaptability or unsuccessful performance represents a cost which might be minimized if more precise 
procedures could be developed to identify those individuals not likely to succeed at a later date. 
All branches of the armed services have been concerned with problems of adaptation. For over 15 years, 
research has been directed toward the development of a screening technique which could be used to 
identify recruits who are considered high-risk for problems in adaptation to the military environment 
(Flyer, 1959; Kiieger, Dubuisson, & de Jung, 1961; Flag & Goffman, 1966). Some have investigated the 
efficiency of the psychiatric interview and general clinical assessment procedures in identifying potential 
maladaptive accessions (Jensen, 1961; Flag, 1964; Flag & Arthur, 1965; Flag, Arthur, & Phelan, 1970; 
Shoemaker, Drucker, & Kriner, 1974). Other investigators have focussed on the importance of 
pre-enlistment/biographical variables and their relationship to later performance and adjustment in the 
military (Flyer, 1959; Fischer, Ward, & Holdrege, I960; Gordon & Bottenberg, 1962; Flag, 1962; 
Gunderson, 1963; Arthur, 1971). In several studies, various inventories developed for screening were 
evaluated for their effectiveness in predicting adjustment problems (Danielson & Clark, 1954; Jensen, 1961; 
Flag, 1962; Larson & Krisrianson, 1969; Bucky & Edwards, 1974; LaChar, Sparks, & Larson, 1974). 

Although the practical usefulness of these personality and biograpliical/atritudinal inventories has not 
been conclusively demonstrated, findings from these studies do indicate consistent relationships between 
variables such as level of education, age, and general intellectual level with overall military effectiveness 
(Flyer, 1959, 1963, 1964; Flag & Hardac re, 1964; Drucker & Schwartz, 1973; Boyd & Jones, 1973). Other 
factors such as problems in schooling, family stability, and arrest history were also found to predict 
effecrive performance (Flag, 1962; Flag & Goffman, 1966; Flag, Arthur, & Goffman, 1970; Arthur, 1971). 

In 1972, Air Force medical personnel initiated a research project to develop a screening technique 
which could be used to idenrify recruits who are considered hi^-risk for problems in adaptation to the 
military environment (LaChar, Larson, & Sparks, 1974). For use in this project, LaChar et al. developed a 
100-item self-report history opinion inventory (HOI) designed to tap dimensions of school adjustment, 
family stability, social orientation, emotional stability, bodily complaints, motivarion and expectarions for 
achievement, and response toward authority. 

>>♦■ 

Using the inventory and criterion data obtained on approximately 15,000 male airmen during basic 
training, two predictive scales were developed from the HOI for future use in screening. The prediction of 
emotional instability (FEI) scale was designed to measure characteristics associated with emotional 
maladjustment; the prediction of drug use admission (FDA) scale was designed to measure thosfe 
characteristics associated with the acknowledgment of previous drug usage. These two scales were then 
combined into an adaptation index (ADl), and an optimal cutoff score was determined which would 
classify recruits into one of two categories, normal or high-risk. Based on this ADI cutoff score, 12 percent 
of the sample population was labeled as high-risk for military adaptation. According to records maintained 
by LaChar et al. half of the high-risk group did, in fact, experience problems in adjustment during basic 
training, although their problems did not necessarily result in discharge from service. This high-risk group 
was composed of seven percent of the normal criterion group, 41 percent of the severe adjustment group 
and 47 percent of the drug discharge group. 

Based on these resuhs, it was concluded that predicrion of initial adaptability to military service is 
possible, and that such screening could resuh in substanrial savings to the Air Force in identifying personnel 
who require special treatment or who should be separated from service (LaChar et aL, 1974). However, the 
criterion classifications used in the initial analyses were partially based on subjective clinical and instructor 
evaluations of the individual's behavior. Frior to consideration of such an instrument for use in the 
operational screening of Air Force accessions, it was considered advisable that further investigation of the 
history opinion inventory be accomplished using the objective criterion of in-service versus actual 
separation/discharge from service. 



Objectives of the Current Analyses 

The objectives of the current study were: (1) to follow up the accessions administered the history 
opinion inventory in basic military training in order to determine the accuracy of the HOI scores in 
predicting the criterion of in/out of service during the first two years after enlistment, and (2) to determine 
whether additional aptitudinal and biographical data might increase the effectiveness of the screening 
procedure. 



n. METHOD 

Subjects: The sample population consisted of 15.252 basic airmen who were administered the HOI 
during basic military training at Lackland AFB, Texas, from June through August 1972. 

Procedure: The data files established by LaChar et al. were matched with the airman tape files 
maintained by the Computational Sciences Division, Air Force Human Resources Laboratory, to obtain 
aptitudinal, biographical and discharge data. A total of 160 cases in the original population did not match 
the official data files, which reduced the sample population to 15,092. It is not believed that the loss of 
these cases represents any bias in the remaining sample which would materially affect the results obtained. 

Discharge status was determined by a standard designation number (i.e., loss code) which identified 
all personnel who had been separated or discharged from service during the first two years after enlistment. 

Loss codes indicating a similar reason for separation or discharge from service were grouped together 
as shown in Table 1. Based on the specifc loss code indicated in an individual's official record, each 
individual in the sample population was assigned to one of the following mutually exclusive criterion 
groups: 

1. In-service — this group consisted of 10,329 individuals who were still on active duty or had 
extended their original commitment as of September, 1974. 

2. Loss, normal separation — this group of 658 included those individuals whose loss codes did not 
reflect any problem in adaptation, such as separation and' transfer to AF Reserve. 

3. Loss, desirability indeterminate — this group of 364 airmen included those categories of losses for 
personal/hardship reasons, death, release to enter an educational institution, and release for the convenience 
of the Govemment. 

4. LosS'^^hysical reasons — this group of 457 individuals included all separations/retirements due to 
physical disability, obesity, and failure to meet medical fitness standards at time of enlistment. 

5 . Loss, unsuitability ~- a total of 371 airmen comprised this classification of undesirable loss. Major 
reasons for discharge included character and behavior/personality disorders, drug abuse, and sexual 
deviation. 

6. Loss, marginal productivity - this group of 853 airmen included discharges due to minimal or 
marginal productivity and unsuitability due to apathy, defective attitudes and inability to expend effort 
constructively. 

7. Loss, disqualified for retention — this group of 1,828 individuals was discharged based on their 
failure to meet minimum requirements for retention in the Air Force. 

8. Loss, unfitness — the 156 individuals in this group were discharged for reasons of unfitness or 

misconduct; i.e., frequent involvement in incidents of a discreditable nature with civil or military 
authorities, conviction by civil court/court martial, AWOL/desertion. , 

9. Loss, miscellaneous undesirable — the remaining 77 individuals assigned to this group included 
those released for reasons which were considered under a miscellaneous category of undesirable; e.g., being 
a conscientious objector or for the good of the service. 

The nine loss categories were then combined to form three additional criterion classifications: 
out-of-service, loss-not undesirable, and loss-undesirable. The out-of-service group was comprised of all 
individuals separated or discharged from service regardless of cause. Individuals in the loss-not undesirable 
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group were those assigned to one of the three following loss categories: normal separations, loss-desirability 
indeterminate, or loss-physical reasons. The final group, loss-undesirable, included the loss categories of 
unsuitability, marginal productivity, disqualified for retention, unfitness, and miscellaneous-undesirable. 

Scoring of the HOI response data and the cutoff scores used in the current study are those previously 
established by LaChar et al., 1974. 

The actual items, scoring used in deriving the HOI scale scores, and estimates of scale reliability are 
presented in Tables Al and A2 in Appendix A. The weighted linear combination of the two scales used to 
derive the adaptation index was .6568 of the PEI scale value and .7541 of the PDA scale value. The decision 
rules (cutoff scores) based on the optimum value which differentiated between recruits who would and 
would not have problems in basic training were as follows: PEI — 7.5 scale value; PDA — 11.5 scale value; 
ADI — 12.5 scale value. 

Distributional analyses of HOI scale scores were accomplished to determine the number of individuals 
scoring at each score interval on the three scales. Based on cutoff scores for the HOI scales, the percentage 
of individuals in each criterion group identified as high-risk for problems in adaptation was tabulated. 

Comparisons between the means of the in-service group and the different loss groups were 
accomplished, and the differences between means were tested for statistical significance by means of t-tests. 
Error rate for these comparisons was controlled per hypothesis; i.e., a total Type 1 eaor rate of .05 was 
considered acceptable. 

Correlations were also computed to indicate the relationships between HOI scores and the various 
in/out criterion categories. Finally, regression analyses were accomplished to determine the usefulness of 
biographical and aptitudinal data in predicting adaptability to military service, and whether these data 
sigitificantly increase accuracy in prediction over and above the use of the HOI scores alone. 



in. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The means and standard deviations of the HOI scores by criterion classification are presented in Table 

2. Results of the t-tests between the means of the in-service group and the loss groups, summarized in Table 

3, indicate the differences between the means are quite similar for the three scales. In a majority of 
comparisons, the in-service group mean differs significantly from the loss/out-of-service means on all scales. 
However, mean comparisons between in-service and normal separations and betwee.n in-service and 
loss-desirability indeterminate were not significant across all scales. For the PEI scale, comparisons of mean 
differences between the in-service group and the unfitness and miscellaneous-undesirable groups wei^ also 
non -significant. 



Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations of Scale/Index Scores — Original Sample 



Criterion Group 


Valid 
N 


PEI 
Scale 


PDA 
Scale 


Ada ptatlon 
Index 


Mean 


so 


Mean 


SD 


Mean 


so 


In Service 


10,329 


3.03 


2.42 


5.20 


3.46 


5.91 


3.80 


Out of Service 


4,764 


4.16 


3.51 


7.46 


5.25 


835 


5.93 


Loss, Not Undesirable 


1,479 


3.35 


2.98 


5.56 


4.14 


6.39 


4.78 


Normal separation 


- 658 


3.15 


2.60 


5.33 


3.56 


6.09 


4.03 


Desirability Indeterminate 


364 


3.14 


2.83 


5.40 


3.81 


6.13 


4.41 


Physical Reasons 


457 


3.80 


3.52 


6.03 


5.04 


7.04 


5.83 


Loss, Undesirable ■ 


3,285 


4.53 


3.67 


832 


5.47 


9.24 


6.18 


Unsuitability 


371 


4.05 


2.9S., 


7.37 


4.09 


8.22 


4.55 


Marginal Productivity 


853 


3.30 


2.66' 


7.05 


4.07 


7.48 


4.40 


Disqualified - Retention Stds 


1,828 


5.37 


4.08 


9.25 


6.21 


10.50 


7.02 


Unfitness 


156 


3.19 


2.47 


7.15 


3.81 


7.49 


4.11 


Miscellaneous — Undesirable 


77 


3.10 


2.32 


7.17 


4.54 


7.44 


4.55 




Table i. Results of t-Tests Between In-Service and Loss Category 
Means - Original Sample 



Mean 
Comparisons 




t-ratio 




PEI 


PDA 


ADI 


In/out of service 


23.00** 


31.35** 


30.43** 


In/loss, not undesirable 


4.62** 


3.62** 


4.39** 


In/loss, normal separations 


1.26=^ 


.88^ 


1.12* 


In/loss, desirability indetm 


.85* 


1.05* 


1.07* 


In/loss, physical reasons 


6.53** 


4.87** 


6.04** 


In / Ir^cc 1 in fi PCI rQ n lp 
Ul/iUoo, UIlLlCMlaUit;/ 


26 97** 


38.48** 


36.94** 


In/loss, unsuitability 


7.92** 


11.76** 


11.38** 


In/loss, marginal productivity 


3.16* 


14.76** 


11.46** 


In/loss, disqualified for retention 


33.71** 


39.87** 


40.70** 


In/loss, unfitness 


.84* 


6.98** 


5.14** 


In/loss, misc undesirable 


.28* 


4.95** 


3.52** 


^Not significant. 
*Significant at .05 level. 









**Significant at .01 level. 



The correlations of the HOI scales for the various criterion group classifications are presented in Table 
4. Those undesirable categories containing a sufficient number of individuals to assure some stability of 
results were used separately to indicate the effectiveness of the scales in differentiating between those 
in-service and those discharged for a specific reason. All correlations are statistically significant at or beyond 
the .01 level. The absolute value of the correlations reported may be somewhat inflated since a portion of 
the sample had been previously used for scale construction. However, the degree of inflation can be 
considered minimal based on the large sample size and the fact that the present criterion groups were not 
used in the actual scale development. Although significant, the observed relationship between HOI scores 
and the criterion groups comprising the marginal producers or unsuitable personnel appears negligible from 
a practical standpoint. A definite but low to moderate relationship is evident for the remaining criterion 
groups. It should also be noted that the correlations obtained on a sample population previously screened 
by operational selection tests are somewhat lower than if they had been computed on an unrestricted 
population. 



Table 4. Zero Order Correlations' - Original Sample 



Criterion Groups 


PEI 


HOI Scores 
PDA 


ADI 


In/out 


.2022 


.2735 


.2659 


In/total loss, undesirable 


.2241 


.3122 


.3013 


In/loss, marginal productivity 


.0296 


.1378 


.1072 


In/loss, discjualified for 








retention 


.2910 


.3387 


.3448 


In/loss, unsuitability 


.0763 


.1131 


.1093 



*A11 correlations significant at .01 level. 
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The statistical significance of a measure often fails to reflect the practical usefulness of any screening 
device. An assessment of HOI utility can be made by a comparison of the number of personnel correctly 
identified (i.e., hits) versus the number of individuals incorrectly classified (i.e., false positives and misses). 
Hits include all personnel identified as normal who are still in service and those identified as high-risk who 
have been discharged from service. False positives include those individuals still in service who were 
identified by the HOI as high-risk and misses include those losses classified as normal. Table 5 shows the 
frequency and percent of each criterion group identified as normal or high-risk using the decision rules 
established by LaChar in 1974. Cumulative percentage distributions indicating the number of individuals 
at each score interval for the three HOI scales are also presented in Tables A3 through A5 in Appendix A. 
Overall, 11 percent of the total sample used in these analyses was identified as high-risk by the PDA and 
ADI scales; nine percent by the PEI scale. Six percent of the in-service group was identified as high-risk by 
each of the three decision rules for the HOI scales. The scales vary somewhat in the percentage of the loss 
categories identified as high-risk. Using the PEI scale, 18 percent of all losses and 21 percent of the 
undesirable losses were identified as high-risk; with the PDA scale, 22 percent of all losses, 28 percent of the 
undesirable losses; with the ADI index, 23 percent of all losses, 28 percent of the undesirable category. A 
closer review of the high-risk subgroup identified by the PDA or ADI scales shows that over 60 percent 
were actually discharged from service and over 55 percent for reasons of undesirability (Table 6). It appears 
that the PDA is almost as effective as the ADI index in identifying personnel who are separated or 
discharged from service. If similar results are found in future validation of the HOI, consideration should be 
given to simplifying the scoring process by using a single scale score for screening instead of the weighted 
ADI index. 

Since the sample population entered service, enlistment standards have become more stringent. 
Today's accessions must meet three criteria: (1) each individual must obtain a total score of 170 or higher 
on the four combined ^aptitude indexes of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery; (2) their 
General Aptitude Index score must be 45 or higher; and (3) if they receive a mental classification of 
Category III or IV on the Armed Forces Qualifying Test, they must be a high school graduate. To give some 
insight into the effectiveness of the personality scales of the HOI on a population similar to current enlisted 
accessions, identical analyses on only those recruits meeting the new enlistment standards were performed. 
The actual number in each category qualifying on the multiple standards is shown in Table 7. 

Descriptive statistics for the HOI scales on this restricted population are presented in Table 8 with the 
results of the comparisons between the means in Table 9. Results of the analysis of differences between the 
means between in-service personnel and out-of-service categories were similar to those in the original 
sample. Statistical comparisons of PEI mean differences between in-service personnel and each of the loss 
categories reflected significant differences in all comparisons except those involving normal separations, 
losses with desirability indeterminate, marginal productivity, unfitness and miscellaneous-undesirable losses. 
For PDA and AEH mean comparisons, differences between in-service personnel and two of the loss groups, 
normal separations and losses-desirability indeterminate were not significant. In addition, the in-service ADI 
mean did not differ significantly from the miscellaneous -undesirable losses. All other comparisons of means 
on the three scales were significant at or beyond the .05 level. 

Some decrease in the absolute magnitude of the correlations between HOI scores and criterion 
categories is also evident in the restricted population (Table 10). Although the observable relationships are 
attenuated by the restriction of range imposed by the new enlistment criteria, the low to moderate 
correlations are still statistically significant. 

The proportion of individuals identified as high-risk by the decision rules of the HOI scales differ 
slightly from the original sample as shown in Table 11. The more detailed frequency and cumulative 
percentage distributions are contained in Tables A6 through A8 in Appendix A. Due to the more stringent 
selection standards, only 26 percent of the undesirable loss category was identified as high-risk compared to 
28 percent in the original sample. However, it should be noted that 35 percent of the undesirable loss 
category would have been rejected prior to enlistment had the new criteria been prerequisite for entry into 
the Air Force in 1972. Of the number identified as high-risk by the PDA or ADI scale, over 50 percent were 
actually discharged for reasons of undesirability (Table 12). 

Since certain biographical and aptitudinal data are available from an individual's official records at the 
time of entry into the Air Force, the use of these data would eliminate the administration of the HOI if 
such data were as effective as the HOI scales in identifying personnel who are discharged from service. 
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Table 6. Percent of Each Criterion Group Identified by Decision Rules 
as High Risk - Original Sample 



Criterion Group 




PEI Scale 






PDA Scale 






ADI Index 






Hlgli Risk 






High Risk 






High Risk 






>7.5 






>11.5 






>12.5 ' 




In Service 


A 1 






J J 






jO 






Out of Service 


CO 

jy 






65 












Loss, Not Undesirable 




lU 






Q 






Q 




, Normal Separation 






3 






2 






2 


;1 Desirability Indeterminate 






2 






2 






2 


' \ Physical Reasons 






5 






4 






5 


; Loss, Undesirable 




49 






57 






55 




' ' Unsuitability 






3 






4 






4 


Marginal Productivity 






5 






9 






7 


Disqualified-Retention Stds 






40 






42 






42 


Unfitness 






1 






1 






1 


Miscellaneous-Undesirable 






0 






1 






1 



Total 100 100 100 



Table 7. Percent Screened by Current Enlistment Standards' 

Enlistment Standard Composite'' 

Qualified Disqualified 
Criterion Group =^ 



Gp Number 


Description 


N 


% 


N 


% 


1 


In Service 


8,125 


79 


2,189 


21 




Out of Service 


3,233 


68 


1,523 


32 




Loss, Not Undesirable 


1,105 


75 


372 


25 


2 


Normal Separation 


525 


80 


132 


20 


3 


Desirability Indeterminate 


266 


73 


97 


27 


4 


Physical Reasons 


314 


69 


143 


31 




Loss, Undesirable 


2,128 


65 


1,151 


35 


5 


Unsuitability 


231 


62 


140 


38 


6 


Marginal Productivity 


541 


63 


311 


37 


7 


Disqualified-Retention Stds 


1,219 


67 


604 


33 


8 


Unfitness 


90 


58 


66 


42 


9 


Misc - Undesirable 


47 


61 


30 


39 




Total 


11,358 


75 


3,712 


25 



"To be qualified, individual must have a total of 170 for his combined aptitude index scores (M,A,G,E), a General 
Aptitude Index score of 45 or better, and Cat III and IV personnel must be high school graduates. 

^Information required to determine enlistment standard composite was not available for 23 cases. 
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Table S. Means and Standard Deviations of Scale/Index Scores - Current 
Enlistment Standards Sample 



PEI 
Scale 



PDA 
Scale 



Adaptation 
Index 



Criterion Group 



Valid 
N 



In Service 
Out of Service 
Loss, Not Undesirable 

Normal Separation 

Desirability Indeterminate 

Physical Reasons 
Loss, Undesirable 

Unsuitability 

Marginal Productivity 

Disqualified-Retention Stds 

Unfitness 

Miscellaneous-Undesirable 



8,125 
3,233 
1,105 
525 
266 
314 
2,128 
231 
541 
1,219 
90 
47 



Mean 


SD 


Mean 


SD 


Mean 


SD 


l.yj 




J .uu 


3.33 


5.69 


3.67 






7.06 


5.01 


7.94 


5.69 


3.16 


2.85 


5.33 


3.93 


6.09 


4.49 


3.06 


2.60 


5.19 


3.53 


5.92 


3.99 


2.83 


2.62 


5.10 


3.63 


5.68 


4.12 


3.60 


3.34 


5.77 


4.71 


6.71 


5.44 


4.41 


3.61 


7.96 


5.27 


8.12 


4.51 


4.04 


2.92 


7.22 


4.02 


8.52 


4.49 


3.14 


2.61 


6.76 


3.95 


7.17 


4.27 


5.18 


3.99 


8.78 


5.93 


10.03 


6.76 


3.23 


2.66 


6.72 


3.86 


7.18 


4.28 


2.79 


2.19 


6.51 


4.05 


6.72 


4.08 



Table 9. Results of t-Tests Between In-Service and Loss Category 
Means - Current Enlistment Standards Sample 



Mean 
Comparisons 



In/out of service 
In/loss, not undesirable 
In/loss, normal separations 
Tn/loss, desirability indetm 
In/loss, physical reasons 
In/loss, undesirable 
In/loss, unsuitability 
In/loss, marginal productivity 
In/loss, disqualified for retention 
In/loss, unfitness 
In/loss, misc undesirable 

*Non-significant. 
*Significant at the .05 level. 
**Significant at the .01 level. 



Table 10. Zero Order Correlations* - Current 
Enlistment Standards Sample 



Criterion Groups 



t-ratio 


PEI 


PDA 


ADI 


18.69** 


25.50** 


24.89** 


2.96* 


9.04** 


3.28* 


1.19* 


1.27* 


1.40* 


.63* 


.47* 


.05* 


4.88** 


3.92** 


4.71** 


22.74** 


31.83** 


30.92** 


7.03** 


9.89** 


9.85** 


2.04* 


11.73** 


8.95** 


27.92** 


32.61** 


33.56** 


1.22* 


4.86** 


3.81** 


.41* 


3.09* 


1.92* 



In/out 

In/total loss, undesirable 
In/loss, marginal productivity 
In/loss, disqualified for 

retention 
In/loss, unsuitability 



PEI 


PDA 


ADI 


.1933 


.2611 


.2547 


.2188 


.2997 


.2915 


.0219* 


.1250 


.0952 


.2771 


.3192 


.3276 


.0767 


.1076 


.1060 



*A11 correlations except where noted significant at .01 level. 
*Significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 12. Percent of Each Criterion Group Identified by Decision Rules 
as High Risk - Current Enlistnient Standards Sample 



Criterion Group 



In Service 
Out of Service 
Loss, Not Undesirable 

Normal Separation 

Desirability Indeterminate 

Physical Reasons 
Loss, Undesirable 

Unsuitability 

Marginal Productivity 

Disqualified-Retention Stds 

Unfitness 

Miscellaneous-Undesirable 
Total 



PEI Scale 



High Risk 



>7.5 



43 
57 



10 



47 



100 



4 
2 
4 

3 
4 
38 
1 
1 



PDA Scale 



High Risk 



>11.5 



37 
63 



54 



100 



3 
2 
4 

4 

7 
41 
1 
1 



ADI Index 



High Risk 



>12.5 



38 
62 



53 



100 



3 
2 
4 

3 
6 
42 
1 
1 



Therefore a series of regression analyses were accomplished on the originial and current enlistment 
standards samples to determine the usefulness of biographical and aptitudinal data alone or in combmation 
with the HOI scales in predicting loss from active duty. Based on the similar percentage of out-of-service 
and undesirable loss personnel identified by the PDA scale in comparison to the PEI scale and the weighted 
ADI index, another series of analyses were accomplished to see if any significant loss in predictive accuracy 
would occur by using the PDA scale alone. Two criterion groupings were used for the regression analyses: 
in-service and out-of-service; in-service and total loss-undesirable. Multiple correlations for the various 
groups of predictors are given in Table 13. Summaries of these regression analyses are presented in Tables 
14 and 15. The-first regression comparison indicates that the aptitudinal and biographical data do add 
significantly to prediction over above the ADI index. On the other hand, however, the aptitudinal and 
biographical data cannot be used in lieu of the API scale; i.e., the ADI index does make a unique 
contribution in both criterion groupings. The comparison to determine whether the PDA scale. contributes 





Table 13. Multiple Correlations' 






Criterion Grouping 


Aptitudinal and Aptitudinal, 
Biographic data° Bio and ADI 


Aptitudinal, 
Bio, PDA, PEI 


Aptitudinal, 
Bio, PDA 




Original Sample 






In-service /out of service 
In-service/loss-undesirable 


.2149 .3127 
.2303 .3459 

Current Enlistment Standards 


.3158 
.3506 


.3150 
.3500 


In-service/o ut-of -service 
In -service/loss-undesirable 


.1475 .2778 
.1600 .3130 


.2816 
.3176 


.2805 
.3165 



*A11 correlations significant at or beyond .01 level. 

^Aptitudinal data includes four aptitude index scores, AFQT score; biographical data includes age at enlistment and 
years of education. 



ERIC 



16 



o 



00 
1— < 



in 

CO 



* 
* 

00 
00 



in 



CO 



* 

CO 
00 

o\ 

CN 

o 



On 
CN 

in 
in 



CO 
00 

o 



CO 

00 

in 



00 CO 
00 00 

in in 



CO 
00 

in 



CO 
00 

in 



00 CO 
00 00 

in in 



CN 



0. a 



ID 



< 



S S 



< 



<i cu cu 



^1 



o 

o 



CN 
O 



00 00 

o o 



00 

o 

CN 

o 



o 

CO 
in 
O 



in in 

o o 



4"^ 



5^ S 



H Q 

< § 

-V no 



H I 

a • 



_ WW 



3 Q 

Cl, 



^ cd 



<k4 



i5 



00 

w w 

O O 



00 



O CO 

in ON 

r- ON 

o o 



in in 

On CN 

< On CN 

^ O '-H 



e m 

r a 
o a 



o 



3 
O 



o 



ERIC 



tj JL 



17 



o 



* 

d 



O. 

O 
in 



00 CO 

\D in 



o 



CN 
CO 



* 

ON 

in 00 



'it 



^ ^ f-i ^ O 



CO 



00 ro 
o" o 



a. 

C/3 



I 



C2 



S < pL, PLH 



^ O 



< PLH PLH 



-a 



o 



ON 

Q Q 



(N CN 

OQ 00 

O O 



ON 

00 

o 



in 

CN 

o 



00 00 

ON (J\ 

00 00 

o o 



o 



2^ 



00 



O O 



&5 



LL 13 



CN CN in C\ On 

r-- 00 00 

vo r-- o\ o\ 

o o o o o o 



o 



t) 3 

£ o 



3 
O 



2 

'53 

-§ 



O 



ERLC 



as much as the combination of all HOI scales indicates the PDA scale can be effectively used alone. If the 
predictive efficiency of the PDA scale over the other HOI measures is found in future validation studies, the 
continued use of the PEI scale to form the weighted ADI index appears redundant and unnecessarily more 
complicated than a single score cutoff. The final comparison of squared multiple correlations was made to 
determine if the aptitudinal and biographical data still made a significant and unique contribution if the 
PDA scale were \ised alone. ResMlts of this comparison indicate the aptitudinal and biographical data make 
a significant contribution to the PDA scale also. 

In general, the value of implementing any screening procedure based on biograpliical, aptitudinal, or 
personality data must be carefully evaluated by considering the savings which would be accrued by early 
identification of maladaptive personnel versus the loss to the Air Force of potentially successful personnel 
who might be denied enlistment or separated prematurely from service. When the quantity and quality of 
the prospective recruit manpower pool are high, a coarse screening methodology can be cost-effective in 
saving the expenses of training, counseling, treatment, and administration associated with personnel who 
have adjustment problems even though it also identifies a sizeable proportion of potentially productive 
personnel. On the other hand, if the volume of prospective recruits is low, the number of potentially 
successful personnel identified as maladaptive becomes a critical issue. 

Should a screening measure such as the HOI be considered for operational use, several additional 
procedures should be incorporated to safeguard against identifying and possibly rejecting a large number of 
potentially productive and successful military personnel. For example, counseling could be scheduled for all 
personnel exhibiting symptoms of initial maladjustment. Many problems might be transitory if professional 
guidance were made available during basic training. Secondly, additional in-depth assessment procedures 
should also be administered to high-risk personnel in an effort to identify those with major 
psychiatric/emotional problems who should be separated from service as soon as possible. 



IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The correlations obtained for the HOI scales appear to indicate that the self-report data contained in 
the HOI has some practical usefulness as a rough, preliminary screening device. However, the small 
magnitude of the observed relationships necessitates careful review by professional personnel of all 
personnel identified as^high-risk. In no instance should identification as hi^-risk by the HOI be used as the 
sole basis for any adverse personnel action. On the positive side, the HOI does identify a sizeable proportion 
of recruits who were actually discharged from service as undesirable during the first two years of active 
duty. Even under current enlistment standards, over 25 percent of the undesirable losses would have been 
labeled as high-risk. However, the overall savings which might be accrued from early identification of the 
high-risk group might be obscured by the costs of implementing a secondary assessment and counseling 
^ phase wliich is considered necessary with the use of a rough screening device such as the HOI. 

Prior to the use of the HOI in an operational setting, the following recommended courses of action 
are considered mandatory. 

a. Revalidate the HOI on accessions under current enlistment standards to determine its 
effectiveness and stability on a new population. In the original sample, a large number of personnel who 
were discharged for admission to prior drug usage were used for scale construction. Although the PDA scale 
appears to be quite effective in identifying all types of undesirable losses, the appropriateness of the original 
scales or cutoff scores developed on that population may be questionable if a decrease in the number of 
drug discharges has occurred during the past two years. 

b. While results obtained on the original sample suggest that such a screening procedure might be 
used effectively, the population consisted of male accessions only. Prior to using the HOI as a screening 
device on a female population, additional research must be accomplished to establish the applicability of 
the scales and cutting scores on a WAF populatjion. 

c. It is further recommended that use of this screening device should be limited to preliminary 
screening only and that additional psychometric and/or psychiatric assessment be mandatory before any 
personnel action is recommended. Every effort should be made to retain as many of the potentially 
successful personnel in the high-risk category as possible. 



d. To simpKfy the administrative scoring of the HOI, it is recommended that further research on this 
instrument investigate the possibility of developing one scale rather than the complex weighing process used 
for deriving the ADI index score. 

e. Based on the preliminary regression analyses, additional aptitudinal and biographical data which is 
available on all recruits should be considered in combination with HOI data to improve the accuracy in 
identification of maladaptive personnel. 
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APPENDIX A: 
Table A L 



DISTRIBUTION OF SCALE SCORES 
PEI Scale - Emotional Instability 



Responst scortd 



1. 


I have needed help for emotional problems. 


T 


2. 


At one time I needed medication to stay calm. 


T 


3. 


For a long time I have had difficulty sleeping. 


T 


4. 


I often have headaches. 


T 


5. 


I have cried several timps this oast vear 


T 


6. 


I usually take things hard. 


T 


7. 


I enjoyed physical education. 


F 


8. 


I have had more than my share of illness. 


T 


9. 


I needed special help with my school studies. 


T 


10. 


I am joining the Air Force to get a better education. 


F 


1 1 . 


I would rather work by myself than with others. 


T 


12. 


I was a slow learner in school. 


T 


13, 


I would rather read than be with people. 


T 


14. 


I PTitpfpd thp «;prvirp TAF^ hpcaiisp thprp wa*; nothing pRp to dn 


T 


15. 


T nn nnt rninH nrHpix ann lipinty tnlH what tn nn 


L 


16. 


A<i a rhild T wa^ a Innpr 

-Tvp a uiuiu t Woo a itJllCl. 


T 


17. 


Mv fathpr is Twas^ a nprvniK man 


T 


18. 


T npvpf 'carpci miirh for ^rhnnl 


T 




Nott. — KR-20 scale reliability: .716 






Tnhlp A2 PDA Srale — Druo Use AHmissinn 








Rtipontt Scortd 




Ittm 


at 


1. 


I often played hookey from school. 


T 


2. 


I quit school because I lost interest. 


T 


3. 


I feel better when I drink. 


T 


4. 


For a long time I have had difficulty sleeping. 


T 


5. 


I think I will make the Air Force a career. 


F 


6. 


I am joining the Air Force to get a better education. 


F 


7. 


I never cared much for school. 


T 


8. 


I have been in trouble with the police. 


T 


9. 


I was susDended from school mnrp than two timp^i 


T 


10. 


I havp nftpn pnnp aPiiin^f mv narpntQ' wishpR 


T 


11. 


I do not mind ordprs and beinc told what to do 


F 


12. 


T r^f*+pn hiivp hpQfiQphpc 


T 
1 


13. 


I pntprpd thp ^prvirp ( AFi hpcaii^p thprp was nnthinp pIcp fa Hn 


T 


14. 


T han mv charp nf tmiihlp with t^Qphprc 
A iiau Illy 3llaic \jL llUUUiC Willi ICaUllCis. 


T 
1 


is! 


I was expelled or suspended from school. 


T 


16. 


At one time I needed medication to stay calm. 


T 


17. 


I have never done any heavy drinking. 


F 


18. 


I enjoyed physical education. 


F 


19. 


I quit school because I was failing. 


T 


20. 


I have been expelled from school more than once. 


T 


21. 


I have been arrested more than twice. 


T 


22. 


High school was boring. 


T 


23. 


I often cuss and swear. 


T 


24. 


I plan to attend college. t 


F 


25. 


I sometimes wanted to run away from home. 


T 


26. 


I have needed help for emotional problems. 


T 


Nott. — ICR-20 scale reliability: .803 
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